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When and where was the Code Hammurabi promulgated? — ■ 
By David Gordon Lyon, Professor in Harvard Univer- 
sity, Cambridge, Mass. 



If the first question were, When was the famous monument 
containing the code, now in the Louvre, set up ? the answer 
would be ; Not until the lapse of time enough to accomplish the 
numerous restorations, victories, etc., referred to in the pro- 
logue, which must have required a considerable number of 
years. More specifically we should have to say : Not earlier 
than the latest event referred to in the prologue and the epi- 
logue to the code. Many of these events cannot yet be dated. 
But the unification and pacification of Babylonia described in 
40 9B8 seem to have been subsequent to the victory over Elam 
and Emutbal, which, as we know from the important chronological 
tablets, 1 fell in the 30th and 31st years of Hammurabi's reign. 

But must we assume that the promulgation of the code and 
the setting up of this copy s are contemporaneous events ? 

Two circumstances suggest a negative answer. The first is 
the passage in the prologue, introducing the code proper (5 14 - 24 ) ) 
a portion of which has been discussed in this Journal in a note 
on Pi Matim." The passage reads : 

14 i-nu-ma liilw Marduk l " a-na su-te-su-ur ni-si 17 matim u- 
si-im 1S Su-hu-zi-im " u-ioa-e-ra-an-ni 20 ki-it-tani " it mi-sa-ra- 
am ™ i-na pi ma-tim 23 as-ku-un 24 si-ir ni-si u-ti-ib, "At the 
time when Marduk sent me to govern the people, to confer on 
the land prosperity, I established law. and justice in the lan- 
guage of the land, I wrought the welfare of the people." This 
language seems natural if the promulgation of the law came 

1 Cuneiform Texts, vi. 9, 10 ; King, Letters and Inscriptions of Ham- 
murabi, ii. 223 ff., iii. 229 ff. ; Lindl, Datenliste der ersten Dyrtastie von 
Babylon in Beitrage zur Assyriologie, iv. 338 S. 

2 The discoverers found part of a second copy at Susa, and there were 
probably copies in various cities of Hammurabi's realm. 

8 xxv. 269 ff., 1904. 
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shortly after the king's accession, but unnatural if thirty-one 
years intervened. 1 The only escape from this conclusion is to 
understand the expression, 'at the time when Marduk sent me,' 
etc., as referring not to the king's accession, but to some 
subsequent commission by the god, e. g. to some ceremony or 
celebration connected with assumption of rule over a united 
Babylonia, an idea to which I shall return later (pp. 126-128). 

The other circumstance suggesting that the code was pro- 
mulgated early in the reign is the description of Hammurabi's 
second year (in the chronological tablets referred to above) as 
the "year in which he established justice in the land," i. e., it 
seems likely, the year in which he promulgated the code. 

King translates the passage : "The year in which righteous- 
ness[ . . . was established]." A complete form of this date 
appended to a contract tablet King renders: "The year in 
which Hammurabi established righteousness " ; and a still fuller 
form : "The year in which Hammurabi (established) the heart 
of the land in righteousness." In these varying expressions of 
the title of this year King sees "a reference to the reforms 
undertaken by Hammurabi at the beginning of his reign." 

Lindl, with a complete text of the line giving the title of 
Hammurabi's second year, thanks to the fragment in the Con- 
stantinople museum, renders : " Jahr da er das Wohl des Landes 
gefordert." 

It was impossible for King and Lindl to see here a reference 
to the promulgation of the code, for the code had not been 
found when they wrote. Johns, however, with the code in his 
hands, understands the words, "The" year in which Hammurabi 
established the heart of the land in righteousness," as referring 
not necessarily to legal, but possibly to religious reforms, and 

1 We know indeed that flie interval would have to be greater than 
31 years, since enough of the titles of Hammurabi's 32d, 33d, and 34th 
years is preserved to show that the promulgation is mentioned in none 
of these. The 35th year, likewise, seems to be named from some build- 
ing operation. 'Therefore if the code does not precede the 31st year, it 
falls not-less than four years later still. Nor does it fall in the 38th year. 
The fragmentary state of the tablet leaves us in uncertainty regarding 
the remaining years, 36, 37, 39-43. I am assuming that the promulga- 
tion of the code was an event of such importance that one of the years 
of Hammurabi's reign must have taken its name therefrom. 
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decides that ' ' the code was probably not promulgated this year. " ' 
His statement that the same formula is used of Sumula-ilu 
seems to me far from established, a subject to which I return 
further on. 

But even without knowledge of the code one criticism might 
fairly be passed on all these translations, namely their vagueness. 
Old Babylonian contracts were not dated from the ' establish- 
ment of righteousness,' nor from the ' Fordern des Wohls des 
Landes,' but from some definite event, as the king's accession, a 
great victory, a catastrophe, an important building operation, 
the cutting of a canal, etc. Though we may be obliged, there- 
fore, to translate: 'established righteousness,' we must under- 
stand this of some one important act or achievement. 

To me it seems more likely than not that the event referred 
to is the promulgation of the code. The two important words 
' righteousness ' and ' established ' are expressed by those ideo- 
grams which often stand for rnisaru and sakdnu, and are to be 
read here in Babylonian by miSaram iskun, just the phrase used 
in the code, 5 ao 23 , ki-it-tam u" mi-sa-ra-am i-napi ma-titn as-Jcu- 
un, "I established law and justice in the language of the 
land" (= vernacular). If, as I argued in the paper on Pi 
Matirn* this passage refers in the words kittam H misaram . . . 
askun to the promulgation of the code, it seems not unnatu- 
ral to understand misaram . . . iskun in the title of year two as 
an abbreviated expression for the same idea. 

We must now examine the statement of Johns : " The same 
formula is used of Sumulailu," " and this writer's inference 
that the reform of Hammurabi's second year may have been 
religious rather than legal. His proof passage is the record of 
a suit, 4 brought by one Aliku (and others) to recover some real 
estate which he had previously sold 5 to Takumatum, a votary 



1 Hastings, Dictionary of the Bible, v. 587, No. 6. 

2 Journal xxv. 269 ff. 

3 Hastings, v. 587, No. 6. 

4 Bu. 91-5-9, 2177 A = Cuneiform Texts vi. 42. 

5 Bu. 91-5-9, 318 = Cuneiform Texts iv. 50. There are interesting 
differences in the spelling of the names in the two tablets. In the record 
of sale the seller is Haliku and the buyer Takunmatum and in the suit 
the king's name is written Sa-mu-la-Hu. This tablet is the one which 
settles the question of the date of Immeru, making him the contem- 
porary of Sumula-ilu. 
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of Shamash, and her mother, Rabatum. After stating the fact 
of the claim, the record says 13 da-ya-nu i-na JBit- ilu Santas 
14 ar-nam i-mu-du-Su-nu-ti 16 ru-gu-me-Su-nu i-su-fyu-ma 1B wa- 
ar-ki Sa-mu-la-ilu " mi-sa-ra-am is-ku-nu "sum ihl SamaS 
iu Marduk "a Sa-mu-la-ilu S8 IN-PA-NE-ME& (=itmu), i. e. 
" The judges in the temple of Shamash decided against them, 1 
made their claim void, and established the right according to 
Samula-ilu. They [the parties to the suit] swore by the name 
of Shamash, Marduk, and Samula-ilu " (i. e. to accept in good 
faith the legal decision). 

Another possible way of rendering wa-ar-M Sa-mu-la-ilu 
mi-sa-ra-am iS-ku-nu is 'after Samula-ilu had established 
righteousness,' and so Johns apparently understands the pas- 
sage. But it seems much more likely that we have here three 
co-ordinate sentences, each ending with a verb, i-mu-du, 
i-su-fru, is-ku-nu, the second and third connected by ma, ' and,' 
all with the same subject da-ya-nu, ' the judges.' The expres- 
sion mi-sa-ra-am iS-ku-nu would accordingly mean that the 
judges gave a just verdict, and wa-ar-M 1 Sa-mu-la-ilu ' after 
Samula-ilu,' would most naturally mean that this decision was 
rendered in accordance with a code Samula-ilu. We should 
have thus in the code of Samula-ilu one of the forerunners of 
the code of Hammurabi. We may feel quite sure that Ham- 
murabi did not make the first attempt at codifying Babylonian 
law. If this interpretation be correct, the passage hardly 
seems to help us in deciding what misaram iskun means in the 
title of Hammurabi's second year. 

There remains a passage in the epilogue which has been 
referred to and must now receive attention. 3 Here Hammurabi 
tells of his victories whereby he drove out the enemy, and 
established the land in peace and prosperity. He then proceeds : 



1 On arnam emgdu, ' to decide against, lay a penalty on,' see Ham- 
murabi Code 43 «- 5 '. 

'' For warki in the sense ' according to ' see also Cuneiform Texts viii. 
33, 8 : wa-ar-M si-im-da-at Sar-ri-im ' according to the royal standard,' 
and cf . viii. 32, 18 : ki-ma si-im-da-at Sarrim ; Hammurabi Code 14 64 : 
a-na pi si-im-da-at Sar-ri-im. The three expressions warki, kima and 
ana pi have the same meaning. 

Warki, ' after,' in the sense ' after the death of occurs several times 
in the Hammurabi Code. Likewise in Cuneiform Texts viii. 7, 7 
(No. 349); viii. 7, 10 (No. 21831. 

3 40 »-58_ 
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" The great gods proclaimed me \ildni rabuti ib-bu-u-nin-ni], 
and I am the protecting shepherd whose scepter is righteous 
and whose favorable shadow is cast over my city. In my 
bosom I bore the people of the land Shumer and Akkad. By 
the aid of my protecting deity I (as) her brother 1 took them 

1 Lines 53-56 in this passage have troubled all interpreters. The read- 
ing is 53 i-na la-ma-zi-ia 34 ah-hi-Sa 65 i-na Su-ul-mi-im m at-tab-ba-al-si- 
na-ti. The following renderings have been given : Scheil, " Par mon 
genie protecteur, ses freres dans la paix j'ai guide " ; Winckler, " In 
meinem Schutz habe ich sie ihre Thatigkeit in Frieden ausiiben lassen; " 
Harper, " Under my protection I brought their brethren into security; " 
Pinches, " By my protective spirit fraternally (?) have I guided them in 
peace." 

The difficult word here is ah-hi-Sa. Scheil ('ses fibres') makes it 
object of attabbal. But ah-hi if it be the plural of ahu, ' brother,' is 
masculine, whereas the suffix si-na-ti being feminine, must have a 
feminine antecedent, viz. ni-Si in 1. 50; cf. ni-Si sa-ap-ha-tim, 2 50 . I do 
not understand Winckler's 'ihre Thatigkeit.' In the glossary he puts 
ah-hi-Sa under ahu, 'brother.' To Harper's 'Their brethren,' the same 
objection applies as to Scheil's 'ses freres.' Moreover, Sa in ah-hi- 
Sa is singular, and cannot mean ' their.' Pinches understands the 
word as an adverb =ahhis, ' like a brother, fraternally.' This seems to 
me at least as probable as any of the other renderings proposed. The 
prologue and epilogue have several adverbs in is, as ezziS, ' angrily ; ' 
eliS, ' above ; ' arhiS ' quickly ; ' ddriS, ' eternally ; ' kamis, ' in a bound 
condition ; ' Salmdnis, ' peacefully ; ' SapliS, ' below ; ' umiSam, ' daily.' 
If the word under examination belongs to the list, we should expect 
ah-hi-iS rather than ah-hi-Sa. The only case in the list with a is 
timisam, which with umiSamma is the regular form of the adverb 
from umu, ' day.' The form umiS means ' by day.' 

In offering the rendering ' her brother ' for dh-hi-Sa I make the sa a 
suffix referring to la-ma-zi, which according to 4 66 43 96 is a feminine 
noun. The expression i-na la-ma-zi-ia ah-hi-Sa then means ' by (the 
aid of) my protecting deity, her brother,' i. e., ' by (the aid of) the pro- 
tecting deity of me, her brother.' The genitive ah-hi is accordingly in 
apposition with the genitive of the personal pronoun implied in the 
suffix ia. The construction thus understood is the same as in 40 16 ' " 
i-na ma-har salmi-ia Sarri mi-Sa-ri-im, ' in front of my statue king 
of righteousness,' V e., ' in front of the statue of me, king of righteous- 
ness.' Cf. also 41 6 , '. 

Hammurabi thus makes himself the brother of the goddess whom he 
calls his lamassu, perhaps Ishtar as in 43 » 2 ". If this is unexpected, it 
is paralleled by 2 56 > «• where he styles himself ta-li-im "" Za-ma-ma 
'brother of the god Zamama.' 

The serious objection to my interpretation is that elsewhere in this 
inscription the writing ah-hi with double h expresses the plural of ahu, 
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into security. In my wisdom I shielded them." Then follows 
the account of setting up in Babylon the monument containing 
the code. 

Now does the expression (40 40 ' 4I ) ' the great gods proclaimed 
me' (or 'named me'), although it follows the account of the 
unification and pacification of the land, refer to Hammurabi's 
accession ? Or are we permitted to see here a ceremony cele- 
brating the completion of his military tasks, his investiture by 
the gods with enlarged dominion, and may we understand that 
in connection with this celebration he set up in Babylon a 
splendid copy of the code which he had already promulgated in 
his second year? 

So it seems to me. But until a tablet is found with a com- 
plete list of Hammurabi dates, we cannot dogmatize. Unless 
such a complete list should show that the code was promulgated 
in some other year, we must hold that the title of year two .in 
the existing fragments refers to that event. 

II. 

On the question, Where this first promulgation took place, at 
Babylon, at Sippar, or elsewhere, it is idle to speculate. But 
if we limit the inquiry to the question, Where was the copy of 
the code which we possess set up? we are provided with a 
definite answer. Hammurabi says expressly that this monument 
was set up in the temple Esagil in Babylon. "In order that 
the strong might not wrong the weak, in order to lead aright 
the orphan and the widow, in Babylon, the city whose head 
Anu and Bel had exalted, in Esagil, the temple whose founda- 
tions are established like the heavens and the earth, in order to 



' brother.' The same is true in the contract literature of the time. 
While the plural is occasionally written with one h, as Cuneiform Texts 
vi. 21, 12 (No. 371); viii. 7, 11 (No. 2183), I have not noted any case of a 
singular with double h. 

If this constancy of usage force us to take ah-hi-Sa as plural, then I 
think we must supply the connective u before it, thus : ' by (the aid of) 
my protecting deity (and) her brothers.' Such absence of the connective 
occurs in this inscription, as before the name of Bel in l 3 . To under- 
stand 'her brothers' as referring to the population of Shumer and 
Akkad (40 M . 51 ), and to make it the object of the verb which follows, 
seems impossible, especially in view of the feminine suffix U-na-ti. 
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pronounce judgments for the land, to give decisions for the 
land, to, lead the needy aright, I wrote my precious words on 
my monument, and I placed it before the statue of myself as 
king of righteousness." Col. 40 59 "' 8 . 

Winckler's rendering of this passage is : " Dass der Starke 
dem Schwachen nicht schade, urn Waisen und Witwen zu 
sichern, in Babylon, der Stadt Anus und Bels ihr Haupt zu 
erheben, in (E-)sagil, dem Tempel, dessen Fundamente festste- 
hen wie Himmel und Erde, das Recht des Landes zu sprechen, 
die Streitfragen zu entscheiden, die Schaden zu heilen, habe 
ich meine kostbaren Worte auf meinen Denkstein geschrieben, 
vor meinem Bildnisse, als des Konigs der Gerechtigkeit, auf- 
gestellt. 1 

This version has created confusion by mistranslating the 
relative clause following the word Babylon. Hammurabi calls 
Babylon all sa Anu ■& Bel ri-si-su u-ul-lu-u, "city whose 
head Anu and Bel had exalted." This is explained by col. 
1 ie " 1B , according to which Anu and Bel named Babylon, and 
made it great in the world. But to render with Winckler " in 
Babylon, der Stadt Anus und Bels ihr Haupt zu erheben," gives 
a new purpose clause where none is intended ; assigns Babylon 
to Anu and Bel, whereas it is the city of Marduk ; makes a per- 
fectly clear clause unintelligible ; and obscures the connection of 
Babylon and Esagil with the writing and setting up of the 
monument. 

From R. F. Harper's rendering 2 one would most naturally 
deduce this meaning : ' I wrote my laws in order that the strong 
might not injure the weak ... in Babylon, in order to pro- 
nounce judgments ... in Esagil.' 

Now from either of these renderings, though defective, one 
might naturally draw the conclusion that the monument was set 
up in Esagil at Babylon ; because if it was set up in order to 
attain the ends of justice in Babylon and Esagil, the strong pre- 
sumption is that the city and temple are named as the home of 
the monument. But we have shown above that the correct 
version is not ambiguous, as Kohler and Peiser 3 have also clearly 
seen. 

1 Die Gesetze Hammurabis, Leipzig, 1904, p. 75. 

2 The Code of Hammurabi, 1904, p. 99, 100. 

3 Hammurabis Gesetz, 1904, p. 99, 100. See also T. G. Pinches, The 
Old Testament in the Light, etc., ed. 2, p. 516 (1903). 

VOL. XXVII. 9 
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Though Scheil's version ' is capable of improvement in details, 
it is not likely to mislead the reader in the point here under dis- 
cussion. 

The sentence of 40 M "' 8 , which we are now discussing, is con- 
fessedly long and involved, but the code is fond of sentences 
of that kind. Reduced to simple terms the sentence says, 'I 
wrote and set up my monument in the temple Esagil at Babylon.' 
The five purpose clauses in the sentence, two preceding the 
word Babylon and three coming after the word Esagil, have 
obscured in some minds the otherwise clear structure of the 
sentence. 

Of course, if one fails to grasp the clear statement of Ham- 
murabi that he set up the monument in Babylon, there is grave 
danger of misunderstanding another passage near the end of the 
last column. This most interpreters have done, and one con- 
stantly reads that the monument was set up at Sippar. So, for 
instance, Winckler 3 : "Die Stele war also im Sonnentempel zu 
Sippar aufgestellt ; " and C. H. W. Johns 3 : " That it was meant 
to be set up in Sippara is clear from the words E-barra suati, 
' this E-barra,' the name of the temple of Shamash at Sippara 
(line 76, rev. col. xxviii)." 

If the passage already discussed states that the monument 
was set up in Babylon, it is a priori improbable that the latter 
passage states the contrary. 

To this latter passage let us now turn. It is the last but one 
of the maledictions pronounced against any person, particularly 
any future ruler, who should injure the monument or neglect 
the code. The individual gods have already been invoked to 
destroy such person. Then follows our passage, 44 ,0 ' 83 : ™ildni 
rabtiti " sa sa-me-e ' 2 u ir-si-tim 7S ilu A-nun-na 7 * i-na puhri- 
Su-nu 7D se-id bi-tim 7 * libit E-bar-ra " su-a-ti ' 8 zera-su " ma- 
zu sdbi-su 8 ° ni-si-su 81 $ um-ma-an-su 82 ir-ri-tam 8S ma-ru-us- 
tam li-ru-ru. 

If lines 75 and 76 were absent one would render thus : " May 
the great gods of heaven and earth, the Annunaki in their total- 
ity [i. e. all the Annunaki], curse with a destructive curse him 

1 Delegation en Perse. Mimoires iv. ] 19 (1902). 

2 Die Oesetze Hammurabis, p. 82. 

3 Hastings, Dictionary of the Bible, v. 585. 
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[su-a-ti], his offspring, his land, his soldiers, his people and his 
ummanu." 

The puzzling question is, how are lines 75 and 76 to be trans- 
lated and construed? How Winckler and Johns understand 
them has already been pointed out in part. According to these 
scholars lines 75 and 76 are the beginning of the object of the 
verb liruru, 'may they curse'. Moreover, su-a-ti is a demon- 
strative, agreeing with libit Ebarra, ' may the gods curse this 
Ebarra.' Ebarra, the Shamash temple in Sippar, being spoken 
of as ' this Ebarra,' the monument was of course set up there. 

Harper's rendering is not essentially different : ' ' curse with 
blighting curses the wall of the temple, the construction of this 
Ebarra." Kohler and Peiser the same : may the great gods 
curse " den Grundriss und die Mauern dieses Ebarra." 

There are weighty objections to this combination of su-a-ti 
with Ebarra. In the first place, " this Ebarra" would be a most 
unusual mode of expression, since Ebarra is a proper name. 
Moreover, it seems extraordinary that the writer should say this 
Ebarra, when Ebarra has not been previously mentioned in 
the connection. Still further, such expression would imply that 
in employing it Hammurabi was in or beside the temple, an 
improbable supposition. 

The evident solution is to separate Su-a-ti from Ebarra, and 
take it in the sense 'him, himself,' as in the same column 44 19 " 21 
su-a-ti a-na ga-at na-ak-ri-su li-ma-al-li-Su, ' him into the hand 
of his enemy may she deliver.' 

Unless we so understand su-a-ti, the miscreant himself is not 
cursed at all in this, the most comprehensive of the maledictions. 
The absence of a word representing the miscreant is in the high- 
est degree improbable. The case is hardly met by taking seru 
' seed, offspring ' in the sense ' annes du regne ' (Scheil) or 
'Regierung' (Winckler, Kohler-Peiser) , as if the 'rule' stood 
for the man himself. True, those who so translate read the 
sign not as zeru, but as paM. To this the objections are insu- 
perable. 1. In all other passages in the code where the sign in 
question occurs it means ' seed, offspring,' and is correctly ren- 
dered by the translators (2 13 , 5 1 , 44 48 ). It is also correctly read 
by them (except that Scheil gives pal in 5 1 ). 2. The code has 
for palu, 'reign, rule ' a different sign, though very similar to 
the sign for zSru (42"- e4 43 53 -" 8 ). Scheil and Winckler read cor- 
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rectly in all cases, but translate with considerable degree of 
variety. 

The two, signs for palu and zeru are so much alike that one 
easily suggests the other. Has not Scheil in 44 ,e read palu for 
zeru by a lapsus and has he not been followed by other inter- 
preters without sufficient examination of the excellent plates in 
his edition ? * Only Harper reads correctly all occurrences of both 
signs, translating consistently palU, by ' reign ' and zSru by 
' seed' (except 44 " 8 , where he renders by 'heir'). 

But let us return to lines 75 and 76. The difficulty in translat- 
ing them is not removed by disconnecting the word su-a- ti , ' this '. 
The question remains, are they a part of the object of the 
verb li-ru-ru, ' may they curse ? ' So most of the translations. 
(See above, pp. 131.) That is, this malediction begins by cursing 
the greatest of the temples of Shamash, the temple Ebarra in 
Sippar. Is not this an astonishing act of impiety toward the 
god whom Hammurabi recognizes as the giver of law, the 
author of right and justice ? I will not discuss in detail the 
translations which have been given of this obscure passage, but 
propose my own translation, with my reasons. 

Let us begin by noting that 41 61 has an expression parallel 
to 44". It is libit E-sagila. The whole passage is 48 se-du- 
um la-ma-zum *' ildni e-ri-bu-ut 50 E-sag-ila 61 libit E-sag-ila 
" i-gi-ir-ri-e B3 ti-mi-sa-am " i-na ma-frar os Un Marduk be-li- 
ia B ° Uw Zar-pa-ni-tum 67 be-el-ti-ia li-dam-mi-ku, "May the 
shedu (and the) lamassu, the gods who enter the temple Esagil, 
favor -daily (his) plans (?) libit E-sag-ila before Marduk my 
lord and Zarpanit my lady." 

What is the meaning of libit Esagil ? Kohler-Peiser trans- 
late : " an der Wand (?) 1 saggils. " Winckler renders 48-51 : ' ' die 

1 Harper and Winckler have erroneously followed Scheil in another 
passage, in emending a-at to sa-at in 41"°. The three lines should be 
read : 69 a-na wa-ar-ki- 60 a-at u-mi 61 a-na ma-ti-ma. Cf . Cuneiform, Texts 
viii. 12, rev. 32 : a-na wa-ar-ki-at u-mi ; ibid., ii. 50, 13 : a-na wa-ar-ki-at 
u-mi; iv. 42, 10; viii. 21, 10: a-na wa-ar-ki-a-at u-mi ; viii. 6, 11: a-na 
wa-ar-ka-at u-[mi]-im; viii. 15, 20 a-na wark&t H-mi-im (the word 
warkdt being written ideographically in the last passage). In later times 
this became ana ark&t umi ; cf. Delitzsch, Handworterbuch, under 
arku. The scribal error lies in drawing a line between wa-ar-ki and 
a-at. The form warki appears in the Hammurabi Code as adjective 
and as preposition, but not as a noun after another preposition. 
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Schutzgottheiten, die Gotter des Eingangs von (E)-Sagil (und) 
der Mauer von (E)-Sagil," explaining in a note : " sMu und 
lamassu s i n d eben bie Gottheiten, die am Eingang und an der 
Mauer des Tempels stehen (dort dargestellt sind)." These trans- 
lations do not advance the understanding of the passage. Scheil 
comes nearer the mark with his " dans les murs d'E-SAG-GIL," 
and Harper strikes it with " in the midst of Esagila." 

The context demands the meaning ' within, in the midst of, 
Esagil.' The wish is expressed that in Esagil the other gods 
may intercede with the chief gods of the temple, Marduk and 
his spouse Zarpanit, in behalf of the needy suppliant of whom 
the preceding lines treat. But how can the meaning ' in, within ' 
be derived from libit ? 

We may supply in thought itva, ' within,' before libit. Or we 
may suppose that the sign here rendered libit (the regular sign 
for libittu, ' brick ') is used for libbi or ina libbi, ' in the midst 
of,' owing to the identity of sounds in the first part of the two 
words. Such use of ideograms for words of similar sound is 
not unknown. But however explained, libit Esagil must 
mean ' within Esagil.' The case is not essentially changed if 
Scheil be in the right with his rendering ' within the walls of 
Esagil,' because ' within the walls ' means ' inside.' 

Applying the result thus obtained to 44" 1 , we render, libit 
E-barra ' within the temple Ebarra,' as the place in which the 
gods are to curse the miscreant. 

There remains 1. 75 Se-id bi-tim, or, as generally read, se-it bi- 
tini. 

The second sign is ambiguous. It may be id or it. In prefer- 
ring id I connect the word se-id with SMu. ' This word Mdu 
occurs also in 41 48 se-du-um la-ma-zum, a passage already dis- 
cussed in part (p. 132). Both words clearly indicate gods, or 
at least superhuman beings. 

1 Dr. Pinches (loc. cit. 519) gives no transliteration, but his translation : 
" the divine bull of the house," shows that he also reads se-id and not 
Se-it. Libit E-barra, however, he renders: "the bricks of E-babbara." 
This makes the temple one of the cursing agents, along with the great 
gods, the Annunaki and the Se-id bi-tim, instead of the place of the 
cursing. The su-a-ti Dr. Pinches translates as I have done above. 
This article had been sent to the editor of the Journal before my atten- 
tion was attracted to the translation of Dr. Pinches. It is a pleasure to 
find my interpretation of this passage in two important points confirmed 
by such good authority. 
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In all the passages where lamassu occurs it is in a benevolent 
capacity. So likewise Sedu in 41 48 . But here in 44 " the sedu 
are associated with the great gods and the Annunaki in a destruc- 
tive capacity, in cursing the miscreant. 

ISi-tim, 'house,' in se-id bi-tim, probably stands for temple, 
not unlikely for the temple Ebarra, though possibly for temple 
in general. Whether the Shedu of the temple be an individual 
or a class is not clear. 

The discussion may close by repeating the translation of the 
passage : "May the great gods of heaven and earth, the Anun- 
naki in their totality, (and) the temple Shedu curse with a 
destructive curse in the temple Ebarra, him, his offspring, his 
land, his soldiers, his people, and his ummanu." 

Thus disappears the supposed evidence that the monument 
was set up in Ebarra in Sippar. 



